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i In 


THE 


PREFACE 


TO TFHE 


READER: 


ad H E Doctrine of our Sawiour's 
SATISFACTION, which #s 
ſo very neceſſary , that if it 
prove not true, we can have 10 
Solid Foundation for a certain and ſure 
Hope of Salvation, has- been warionuſly 
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Oppugned in moſt Ages of the Church, 
more eſpecially ir the beginning << the 
Reformation, and to this wery day. 
For it hath been the conſtant Care of the 
Romiſh Fadtion, ever fince Calvin firſt 
appeared againſt them, to make it the 
Province of ſome, to Perſonat? Prote- 
ſtants, and, under that appearance, to 
Inſiauate Notions, Subverſive of this 
B/-ſſed Do@trine, | 


As this was, with too much facceſs, 
aiterrpited by the Ttalian Combinators, 
who had their Colledages at Vincentia, 
in the Seigniory of Venice, fo there 
have b:en very lately at home as well as 
from abroad, 4 Sett of Tri efſentualiſts, : 
who have reſotved on the old Methoa', 
taken by their Predeceſſors, as the moſt 
likely way to compaſſ the Grand Deſion 
of removing the Foundations of Chriſti- 
anity z which done, by Men Profeffing 
a Real for the Proteſtant Religion, can- 
zot but Provoke many that have 4 ſin- 
eere Recard for the Eſſentials of the 
Chriſi/:an Faith, to think ill of Prote- 
flaits in the ecacral,, if not Tuflnence 
fer to avanden our Communion, and 


fix 


: 
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fix others, who are.not of it, in an ob+ 

inate Adherence to their Superſtitions 
and Tdolatries : For which, the Under 
zakers (as has been lately ſuggeſted by a 
very Learned aud Orthodox Divine ) may 
very ſhortly receive thanks from the 
PAPISTS, : for the good Services they 
have done them; aud in the mean time 


may be ſure of their Scots. 


T will not ſay, that every one, who 
eſpouſes the Cauſe of theſe Combinators, 
have been acquainted with, or are aware 
of their Deſign: But this I muſt A- 
vouch, that as ſome have ſtarted afreſh 
the Dofrize of Three diſtintt Inhnite 
Spirits, which doth. moſt neceſſarily In- 
troduce downright Tritheiſm 7 the groſ- 
feſt Senſe ; whereby they do their utmoſt, 
to Subvert the Doftrine of the " leſſed 


» Trinity, fo others have revived the Er- 


rours of Pelagius, Abailadus ard Scotus 
touching our Saviour's Satisfaction, to 
Pervert 1t. 


Ill not affirms, that Socinus conſult- 
ed Scotus, but it's very probable, that 
Bernardin Ochinus, from: whom Socinus 
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tad his Notions, was wery Converſant 
with the Writings of the Scotilts, their 
Notions being the ſame in thu partt- 
df; | 

calar. 


"Tis true, Scotus (45 wu obſerved in 
the enſuing Treatiſe) held Chriſt's Satis- 


{attion, to be unto Lod for our Sins, 


Ex Rigore Juſtitie: But then he was 
alſo of _— , toat . whatever God 
v-ould GRACIOUSLY accept, was an 
Equivalent, according to the Rigour 
of bus Juſtice, /o that tho the Defini- 
pion fe 24 of Satisfaction was right, 


bis x35. ation of it was Hzretical. 

F, pat # the common Opinion of the 
Scotiſts, #r moſt entirely Embraced by 
Ochinu*s | "26, 12 kis Dialogues, Lib. 
T. Dial. 7. th, *Tt muſt be obſer-. 

c_—_ th,  : 3&3 Man Sinned, the Ju- 

tflice of Gu: fd pot oblige him 


©to require tat what bore a full Pro- 
* por tion therens 9 , ſhould be Inflicted. 
* Divine Fuſl:c? gk Aof SUPETIOUr #7- 
©?o, but equal with God, ard accepts 
; for Satisfattion whatever was _ 
*SING anto him. Ard becauſe, 7 
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*PLEASED God, that the Death of 
© Chriſt ſhould be a MEET SATISFA- 
*CTION for the SINS of the Fle&, 
© therefore Chriſt's Dying on the Croff, 
© ade Satisfatction-for them. 


Thus much Ochinus delivers in hy 
own Name , and inmeaiatcly adds in 
the Nzme of Jacobus, that whatever 
God will have done 7s Juſt, and again, 
he brings in himſelf, ſajins, * That 
& Chriſt, conſiderea as Dying oa the Croſs, 
* may be efteemed to SATISFY aſter ,a 
twofold manxer. (1.) He Satisfied the 
DIVINE WILL, being Obedient unto 
* God, even to the Death of the Croſo, 
* doing whatſoever God commanaed him, 
* and that becauſe it ſo pleaſed God. (2.) 
* He SATISFIED for our Sins, ' zz that 
© God ACCEPTED of Chrift*s Suffer- 
© ings as a FULL Satisfaction for OUR 
SINS,, THO” THEY WERE NOT 
SO in THEIR OWN NATURE. A- 
lio modo Sa:xfacir, dum provpeccatis 
noſtris Satifacit, propterea quod ejus 
Supplictium, mortemq; Deas CRATIS 
acceptam habuit pro Satis Mag. z Satis- 
factione pro peccatis noſtris, quamvis 
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EA per fe, ac ſuapte Natura non Satis 
eſlet, To this he adds, Si decem 
Coronatorum Debitor non niſi «num 
quem Soluerit haberet, & Creditor 
UNUM Iilum pro zottns noming Satis- 
tactione pro ſua, BENIGNATATE 
ACCIPERET, dict pofſet Debitorem 
iNuym DE TOTO Debito Sarisfeciſſe. 
Idem fecit & Chriſtzs pro Peccatis noſtris 
SATISFACIENS. 


This Notion, which the Scotiſts, and 
Ochinvs Advanced, Socinus took, not 
from the Former,but from the Latter ; As 
Zarnovectus in his Preface to his An- 
ſwer to Socinus, de Chriſto Servatore, 


' (uggeſted 5 and Socinus himſelf, acknow-, 


leged, in aa Epiſtle to Martinus Vadovi- 
ta, 4 Cracovian Profeſlor, For (ſaith 
he) Dogma nullum in meis Scriptis 
in Lucem Editis aſſeruerim, quod —— 
non ab aliis ante Aﬀertum fuiſſet.-Illud 
Certifimum eſt Zarnovecium Aﬀerere 
me Ex Ochizi Dialogis, annos abhinc 
cerciter trigenta quinq; editis, Sexter- 
tiam illins, mee Diſputationis accepiile; | 
Nam Certe in Dzalogis 1llis,'— Eft 
Senten- 
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Sententia ,iſta aperfte EXPRESSA, & 
INCULCATA. 


The Learned Ruarus, in an Epiltle 
to Nigrinus, # of the ſame Opinion. 


His Words are, Agnoſco Obedientiam, 


quam Chriſtus, tanquam Caput EleiFo- 
rum Omnium, 1a vita, & MOLTO MA- 
GIS in Morte Summanm Deo Preititit 
SUFFICIENS effe xr pro Peccatis 
Noltris, ade&oq; AQUIPOLLENS Sup- 
plicio, quod nos Peccatis "noftris Era- 
mas Meriti ; non quidem'EX SESE —- 
ſed Ex CLEMENTI Dei ACCEPTA- 
TIONE, 


Now, whoever will diligently Conſult 
the Writings of the Learned Mr. B. will 


' fee, that he Agreeth with the Scotilts, 


( and Conſequent'y with Ochinus and So- 
cinus, ) 4s to the Subſtance of hs 
Dottrine. And ſo doth his Defender, 
zn hu Plea (though he knoweth it not, ) 
which I Irmpute to ' hu Youth, the 


. want of Time, and of ſome CAd- 


wantages, Requiſite to his better Im- 
proverent in Literature, for mhich 
Reaſon I have dealt as Gently with 
him as Faithfulneſs to Truth monld 
\ 470m 

* 
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allow me. And have only fent forth 
zhe Specimen of an Anſwer, i#z 


which I heve taken no Notice of ſome 
odd Principles he has Laid down, -nor 


of Sundry Paſſages, on which a Juſt | 


iKefledioa , or two, might in ſome Re- 


ſpects wn] Prejudicial unto bim. And 
but little of that Air of Aſſurance 


with wh es this Young Man Writes, 


roy of that Peculiar way, in which 
C theoroh in Contradiffion to his Pre- 
{2c by he Treats his Adverſary. Theſe 
thi.os jor bis fake, I have Waved at 
this time , looking on him, as hurried 
iato thes Controverſie by his Seal for 
Mr. ÞB. tozether with a Conceit he 
hath of his own Attainments, as if be 
had a munch Deeper Infiaht into this 
Controverſie than Aer he has 5 other: 


wife,” he could never have been guilty 


of bo m:y Nultakes : Nor coutd he 
have Adveutured ſo boldly to Afﬀerm 
an Agreement berween the R, R. Bp. 
of W. Grotius, Voſhus, and Mr. 
Baxter. 


His Miſtakes of Grotius and Voſſi- + 


us { have Detected X Humbly Referring it 
70 
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fo bs Lordſhip zo Determin,” whe- 
ther by Proper Puniſhment; he un- 
derſtands ſuch' Sufferings as are only 
Analogicaity , and Materially Penal ? 
Whether by Chri/Ps Satisfying the Law, 
he means zthat He did NOT Satisfy 
it? Aud Whether by Szattion of the 
Law he intends an Ordination at large, 
| a Commandment of the Law of ÞMe- 
atation ? We muſt beg here a dirett 
Affirmation or Negation. For If his 
Lordſhip doth not Fold, that Siſferings 
| Analogically and Materially Pznal are 
; 4 Proper Puniſhment; That Chriſt®s 

Satisfying the Law doth ſignify, His 
: NOLC Satisfying it ; this hope ll Schollar 
can never make out an Agreement be- 
tween his Lordſhip, and ir. B. Aud 
zf by Sanftion of the Law, his Laord- 
{ſhip means not ay Ordination at Large, 
he can have no Pretence for his 
—_— that he Agreeth with 

1m. 


2 ——_ 


But to draw to a Cloſe, I deſire it 
| 2x be Obſerved, 


I. That 


| ; 
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1. That we have at laſt attained to a 
true State of *the Controverlie, ſo /ong 
Agzitated amongſt us. For it & very ma» 
nifeft from what this Author Aſſerts, that 
at leaſi ſome of them with whom we have 
been contending, do hold Chriſts Suffer- 
inzs to be only by wertue of the Covenant 
of Mediation, that they were not ex Ob- 
ligatione Legis; that our Sins were not 
the near Impulſive and proper Meritori- 
ous Cauſe of Chriſts Sufferings, that his 


Sefferings wanted the Formal Reaſon of ' 


Puniſhment, and were no otherwiſe Penal 
than Analogically avd Materially, or as 
our Author Comparatively ; and that 
Chriſt did not fatisfy the Law, but the 
ReSor as ſupra Leges, which can Im- 
port no leſs than that the SatisfaQtion 
was only to the Divine Will, for a Re- 
Ctor as ſupra Leges Acts 25 ax abſolute 
Lord and Soveraign, and the Satisfattion 
that is made unto him, as ſuch, can not 
ve to his Law or Juſtice, but only to his 
Pleaſure. Wheace its manifeſt, 


2. That the DIFFERENCE betwixt 
us and them, is more than Verbal; It 


# Real: For the Doitrines we aſſert are 
the 
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the ſame which have been Defended by the 


| Reformed Gezerally, and by Grotius and 


Voſſius iz particular ; , Byt the Notion 
My. B. and his Diſciples, who under (tood 
the Controverſie, are for, «x the ſame for 
ſubſtance with what the Scotiſts (aud ſo 
Ochinus, Socinus, and their Followers) 
have Eſpouſed. For which reaſon I Con- 
clude, 


3. That this Controverſie is brought to 
a good Iſſue, as its the more eaſy for them, 
to whom the Appeal was carryed, to De- 
cide it ; and as we may the more clearly 
ſee' how ts Compoſe the Differences, either 
by agreeing how far to extend our Com- 
munion, or forbearance to each other : or 
by « Calm Diſcuſſiag the Controverted 
Points with that Chriſtian meekneſs which 
becomes Chriſts Diſciples: Or laſtly by an 
Explaining and Confirming the Truths 
from Holy Scriptures, without any Re- 
gard to the Contraſts that have been 
amons ft ms, | 
Farewel. 
March 8. 1693: 
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FOR 


Mr. BAXTER. 


T being expected, that ſome Notiee be 
taken of a Late Plea for Mr. Baxter, 
in Anſwer to Mr.' Lobb's Appeal to the 
R. R. Bp. of W. &c. I will give a Spe 
cimen of what may, when needful, be 
more largely writcen in Reply unto it; where- 
io it ſhall be my care, in compaſſion to the 
Author. to ſhew the Vanity of his Flea, with- 
out Refle&ing any further on his Perſon, than 
2 neceſſary Detection of ſome of the many 

B * Miſtakes 


' (2) 
miſtakes in it, may be judged to be ſo. It 
mult then be obſerved, 


C 1, The Axrthor, inſtead of _Confuting 
Mr. L. haih granted him all he undertook to 
prove. | 

Th.iz is very evident, as will ſoon appear to 
them who will conſider, That Mr. L. in bis 
Appeal P. 2, Dcclared, © The great thing, 
© which moitly offended, was an apprehenſ1- 
© on, that under the denial of a Change of 
© Perſons between Chriſt, and the Believer : 
© The Author of Goſpel Truth Stated, doth 
© hold, That Chr:fs Sufferings are not @ pro- 
© per Puniſument fer our Sins ; That they are 


© ally Penal ;, That our S115 were not Properly 
© the Meritorious Caule of them, but only an 
© Occaſion, or Pro-canſa Meritoria: That 
thcy were not Ex Obligations Legw, or Merito 
peccatt, but ONLY Ex Obligationg Spontio- 
pis. 

Theſe were the Points Mr. L. Chayged upon 
Mr.H. wiic!! re undertook to prove, 1. By 
having Recourſe to 'Mr. &'s, Writings. 
2. By Offering ſeveral Conſiderations to 
Clear it, that in the above nrentioned In 
ſtances, Nir. IV. Agrceth with Mr. B. and 
conſequently Denies SUCH a Change of Per- 
ſons berween Chriſt and 14, us is meceſſary tO 
Explain. the DoCtriac of Chriſt*s Satisfatti- 
077, 

And whereas ſome Letters of the Bp. of 
Worceſter, and the Principal of Feſ. Col. Ox. 
Relating 


© only Improperly , Analogically, and Materi-, 
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Relating to this Controverſie, were Publiſhed 
by Mr. . Mr. Lobs took occaſion to Apply 
himſelf unto theſe Learned Perſons, by way 
of Appeal, expecting their Impartial and Juſt 
Decifion, to the giving an ctf:ctral Check to 
thoſe Attempts, that are moſt likely to ad- 
vance the Socinian Cauſe ; whereupon the 
only thing, that lieth on Mr. 'L. is to 
make good his Charge againſt Mr. B. and 
Mr. MW, So that if the Author of the Plex 
would have Confuted Mr. L. he ſhould (in 
imitation of- Mr. W.) have endeavoured to 
prove, that Mr. B*s Principles were Milſre- 
preſented by Mr.-Z. and that he Denies what 
Mr. Z. doth poſitivaly ſay, he Affirms: But, 
inſtead of. doing lo, this Aathor hath Core 
firmed Mr. L*s Charge againſt Mr. B. to be 
true, ,which is enough to Convince an Un- 
byaſſed Perſon, and oblige him to conclude, 
That this Gentleman hath not Confuted 
Mr. L. but Defended him, as I will diſtinct- 
ly ſhew, by ſetting down Mr. Ds Charge, 
and our Authors Confutation of it, 


Mr. Z's Charge. 


Mr. Baxter ſaith, That Chriſt's Sufferings 
8 were not ' Ex Obligatione Legis;, but , Ex 
Obligatione SOLIUVS ſponſionts Propria, and 
ONLY by Firtue of the Mediatorials 
Law. 


B 2 The 
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The Author's Copfutation. 


* That Chriſt did not Suffer by YV:rtue of 
© the Law, which we had Tranſgreſſed ; but, 
<ONLY by FIRTUE of the LAW of ME 
* DIATION, This is a very [mport-= 
© art , and moſt Vſeful Truth, Plea. Page 
© 36, Fs. * 


Mr. Ds Charee. 


Mr. B. Holds, That Chriſt did not Suffer 
in the PERSOMW of Sinners, but only in the 
PERSOMN of a Mediator, and AS Innocent. 
That He was not, when before God's Tribu- | 
nal Conſidered as a Sinner by Imputation,: 
or did he Suffer AS a Sinner, unleſs ſo far 
as Men were Concerrd in His Sufferings. 


Tye Authors Confutation. 


© That Chriſt did not Suffer in the Pcrſo7 
© of a Ser, but in the Perſon of a Media- 
* ror,——- All that can Remain as Queſtiona- 
© ble between us is, Whether He Suffered | 
* AS A SINNER? This Mr. L. Affirms, 
* but we are Demers of it, Page 46. &c. 


Mr, 


| 


"XJ 
Mr. Z's Charge. 


Mr. B.' faith, our Sins were not the near 
Impulſive, or Proper Meritorious Cauſe of 


ChriſPs Sufferings. 


The Authors Confut ation, 


© Our Sins were only more Remotely, the 
© Impulſive Cauſe .of Chriſts Sufferings. 
© Page 87.. We are not fond of the Phraſe 
© (Meritorious Cauſe) becauſe it would Inti- 
© mate, Chriſt*s Sufferings were Deſerved.— 
© The Real, Proper, Meritorious Cauſe of 
* Chriſt*s Sufferings our Sis could not 


' ©be, unleſs they in a Srrif, and Proper 


* 


* Senſe, DESERVED, that Chriſt ſhould 
* Die, Page 11. | / 


Theſe lntimations are ſufficient to diſco- 


ver what manner of Confuration this Pleader 


has Written of Mr. Z's. Charge againſt 
Mr. B. It is, I think, the F:r/t of this 
ſort, and the Gentleman may. claim, as his 


' Due, the whole Honour of . Confuring an 


Adverſary, by granting to him the thing he 
has been Contending for. 

It was no part of Mr. Z's. Province in his 
Appeal, to Prove what he had Repreſented 
as held by Mr. B. to be Erroneous, and Epiſ- 
"copian Or Sociniau, But to make it Evident 
that Mr. B. Embrac:d theſe. Opinions , 

| B 3 leaving 


(6) 
leaving it to the Learned Bſhop and Principe! 
ro conſider, whether they were not of ſuch a 
kind, as where recciv'd, prepared the way 
for the leiting in amongſt them the Socinian 
Errors. Arid cur Author has been fo Civil 
to Mr. L., as to own the Charge to be true, 
whereby the way 1s made more plain and eaſy 
for thoſe Worthy Perſons to determine the 
Matter propoſed to %*em. For. which, we 
are Owing tothe Authof?®s Miſtakes, and his 
too naity entrance on the Anſwering a Book, 
whoſe manifeſt} Deſign, he could not with all 
his Sharpneſs Pccrrate Into. 

What is here Urged, is a full Reply to the 
Gentleman's Anſwer, and nothing more need 
be ſaid unto ir, and had I not a ReſpeR for 
the Tcung Man, I would have ſaid no more. 
But fcaſt he ſhould fancy, that the ſaying no 
more unto his Plea, 1s, becauſe 1t 1s (as ſome 
of kis own ſize vainly talk) Unanſwerahle, I 
will cn!arge this Speczmen, and add, that 


$ 2. The Anthor hath found out ſcyeral 
Diftinilions, even where there 15 no Diffe 
YOANCE. ; : 

Mr. L. (faith he) is ſo Confuſed and Un- 
© ſteady in the forming his ObjeRton, that 
*we can hardly gneſs what it 1s he means. 


© Sometimes he ſpeaks of the Sufferings of 


© Chriſt, as an Act of Refttoral Juſtice, end a 
© Fdicial Hi of God, where, one woult 
© think he conſiders them as /7f-ed by God 
* an} yet, 1n other places, he ſpeaks of them 
eas Ats of Juſtice, were %is not certain, but 
| PEE © he 
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© he may refer;to *em as undertaken by Chriſt. 
« Now theſe TWO ARE FAR from being the 
*SAME THING, Pap. 33. 

The Diſtinftion he has here found ont, is 
between the Conſidering Chriſts Sufferings, as 
an AF of Kefforal Tuſtice,as a Fudicial Att of 
God, and as Ats of Fuſtice : But, where lieth 
the Difference between them ?»«Note, I pray 
you, here's not a Word of Chriſt's Vnaerta- 
king, but of the Syfferings he undertook to 
bear 3 which (ſaith Mr. £.) are Atts of Jru- 
ſ#ice, or, if you will, are an At of Reitoral 


" Fuſtice, a Fudicial A£t of Gods Juſtice Lat 


is,-Chriſt having undertakivg to ſuffer the 
Puniſhment axe to us ſor S:z, he took on him- 
ſelf the Guilt of our Sis, and God proceed- 
ed againſt him in a Judicial way, and 7uftly 
puniſhed him for them. , | 
However, It ts not certain (ſaith our Plea- 


* der) but Mr. L. may referr to em as underta= 


ken by Chriſt. And what,if he did? what 
would he thence inferr? char Chriſt was not 
UNRIGHTEOUS in Undertaking and Un- 
dergoing rhoſe Sufferings. And doth Mr. L. 
deny this? No, he doth not. Doth his grant- 


 ngit, Obſcureand Confound ? By no means. 


it doth only clear the Point in Controverſy, 
that Chriſt having «undertaken to ſuffer the Pu-» 


* niſhment dve for our Sins, his Sufferings were 


an Act of Juſtice, of Rettoral Fuſtice, a fudt- 
cial Att of Gods Juſtice; and that God, as ' 
a Rignccons Fudge ,* Inflicted them upon 
him, 0 


B 4 __ How- 
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However, it muſt be ſtill remembred, that 
Mr. L. ſpeaks not.bere of Chriſt's Underta- 
kno, but of the Sufferings he nndertook to 
bear, which are an Act of God's Juſtice, of 
his ReCtoral Juſtice; yea, a Judicial At of 
Gods Juſtice, which indeed ſuppoſes, that 
Chriſt appeaged before God's Tribunal asa 
Sinner, (being ſo by Impuratioz) that our 
Sins were charged upon him, and he Suffered 
Fuſily for them: But where is the Difference? 
No where but in the Pleaders Inventive Fa- 
culty , who has found out the Philoſophers * 
Stone, even a D:i|t:nition without. a Difference, 
whereby he may ſay what he liſts, and by the 
help of ſuch a Diſtinction, come off clearly. 
His Adverſary may mean ſo, or ſo, tho? his 
meaning 1s ſo very plain, that there is no 
place lefc for Doube and no room for any 
Diſtintion; but what is without a Diffe- . 
rence. I might give other Inſtances of this 
Nature; but Ill ſpare him, and goon to 
ſhow, | | 


$ 3. The Anthor's Profound Knowledge 
of the Controverſy, and of Mr, Baxter's 
Judgment abour it. 

The Controverſy may be reduced to this 
Head, Whzther ChriſÞs. Sufferings be proper- + 
iy 4 Puniſhment for our Sins ? It they be pro- 
perly a Puniſhment for our Sins, they muſt be 
by Fertue of the Sanftinn of the Law. 

And tne R, R. Biſho? of IV. who afhrms 
Chriſt's Sufferings to be a proper Puniſhment, 
a:1s, that our Saviour's S»ſerings were by 
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VERTUE of the SANCTION of the DI- 
VINE LAW.. Bur what ſaith our Author 
unto this ? £ We muſt (he tells us) D-ftinguiſh 
© between a Sapttion ina more LOOSE and 
<GENER AL SENSE, and in a more 
©STRICT and PROPER Senſe. According- 
<©ly we ſay, -— — 2. If we underſtand the 
©Word in a LOOSER and more General 
< Senſe, as ſignifying only an OXDIN AT [- 
© ON at large, we. may ſay, Sancitum fuit - 

* It was Ordained, Enatted by the LAW OF 
© MEDIATION, that he ſhould ſuffer for 
© Sin, and {ſo he was OBLIGED to ſuffer by 
<YVERTVEofthat SANCTION. Pag. 43. 

Now, conſider whetier this Gentleman 
Writes as one that underſtands this Contro- 
verſy? For (1) The Controverſy is about that 
Santtion, by Vertue whereof Sufferings be- 
come properly a Puniſhment ; which Sano 
is of a Diſtinct Nature icom a Command, be- 
ing added to enforce it. And what more 
Evident, than that to do or /fer what the 
Law commands, is Obeadzence, not Puniſhment. 
That a proper Puniſhment as SUCH falls with- - 
1n the Circle of the Threarning, and no other- 
wiſc Reſpedts the Commandment, than as it is 
the effett of its Trarſgreſſion, So TJuſtinian 

SANCTIONES vocamus Eas Legum Partes, 
gubus PLEN AS Confſtituimuns ad verſus EOS, 
qui CONTRA LEGES fecerint. De Rer, Di- 


viſe V8, 


2, That the Mediatorial Law is without a 
Sanftion, there was no Penalty annex*d to en- 
, force 


"1+ us J 
force Obedience ; for *was impoſſible for 
our Sayiour, who alone was obl:ged by it, to 
Violate or Tranſgreſs it. And Mr. Baxter 
conſtantly declared, that the edratorial Law 
was without a Santtion, that Chrifts Suffer- 
ings were not by Vertue of the Sanction of 
the Law, or 3s he uſualiy Expreſſed it, they 
were not Ex cbl:7atione Legiss However 


3. This Extraordinary Pleader, whilſt he 
is Wri:1ng in Defence of Mr. 3's Judgment, 
In this parrtzcular, undertakes very Learnedly 
Lo prove what Mr. H. cenied ; for he has 
out-one that Great, Man, cven in his Di- 
ſtinguiſhing Faculty, and has found out. how 
it may be ſaid, that Chriſt Syffered by. Vertue 
of the Sanition of that Law, which hath no 
Sanftiom, which he doth by diſtributing a Pe- 
al Sanction, into a Sanction, properly Pznal, 
and into-a Santiion, that is not Penal, for his 
Penal S2nftion, which 1s to be taken in 
a 1,ooſer Senſe is not a Penal Sandions It is 
only an Ordination at large. But, 

4. Let us <nquire how far this Man's Pro- 
four Knowledge of Mr. B's Notions has lead 
4jm ? And how Admirably he has defended 
Mr. B- when he tells us, that by Sarfion of 
the Law we may underſtand Sancitum fuit. 
was Ordained and Enatted 1a the Mediatori- 
Law: Mow, that we m3y make a full Diſ- 
covTry we muſt o2>&rve,{1.) That by the Law 
of Mediation, Mr. 2. mens the Covenant of 
1<Cd.mpilon made iti ice Son of God from 


all 


(1) 

all Eternity. And agrecably he Affirms, that 
Chriſts ſufferings were ex Obligatione SOLIUS 
ſponſronis Proprie, and the Fathers Conſent, 
- Which he expreſſes after the manner of a Cove- 
nant ; and at lalt he reduceth it to the Decree, 
Promiſe, and Prophetical Predidtion. His 
words are, Quod foxdus Det cum Chriſto, non- 
aum Jncarnato, wocant, eff I ANTUM DEI 
DECRETYM, PROMISSIO, & PROPHEs 
TIE 4 PREDICT IO. Meth.Theol. par. }. c. 
1. 9#. 3 Þ. 39, Wherefore (2) Let us ſet this 
ans Defence, and the Notion he Defends 
tozether; for by comparing them, the deep 
Inſight ourAuthor has ipto Mr. Bs. Principles 
will the more clearly appear, and we ſhall at- 
tain to the knowledge of a New Dodtrine, 
which lay hid till this Gentleman made the 
Diſcovery. Namely, that Chriſt ſuffered by 
virtue of the Sanition of the Decree, by the 
Santtion of the Promiſe, and Propheſie : Yea 
more,that he ſuffered by the Ordinationof the 
Promiſe, and Prophetical Prediition. But 
would Mr. B. think yer, Reckon that Man 
worthy of the leaſt thanks, who uſeth ſuch 
ſhifts in his Defence ? And who infinuates, as 
if Mr, B, would have Argued fo Ridicutouſly 
as his Plcader does? no ſurely, Mr. PB. had 
more Senſe, and Conſcience than to Affirm 
what this Man has done about the San#ion of 
tne Law, But, 


5. The Notion Mr. 3, eſnouſeth, when he 
Speaks of the Cauſes of Chriſts Sufferings as 
coniind to the Sponſion of Chriſt, and the 

£9:1- 


( 12) 
conſent of the Father, amounts to no more, 
than what Grotizs has ſubſtantially confuted 
in bis Diſcourſe of Chriſts ſatisfaction againſt 
Socinzs, who held, that beſides the will of 
God and of Chriſt himſelf, no other Legiti- 
mate Cauſe of Chriſts Sufferings could be 
Aſſigned, Mr. Baxters words were ex Obl:- 
gatione SOLIUS Sponſionis Proprie, and the 
Fathers Conſent, And it muſt be alſo Remark- 
ed, ? 8 


6. That the Definition, which Mr. B. took 
ou: of Scorrs, and gives of our Savors ſatis- 
FaGion, is Conform to what I Aﬀirm. Itis 
this, Satisfattio eft Redditio Fquivalentis alias 


' Tzdebiti, or thus, Satisfattio Strifte ſumpta eſt 


Reaaitio Equivalentis Indebiti pro ipſo Debito. 

That we may Comprehend the full Scope 
of Scores and his Followers, we muſt conſider, 
(x) That that Juſtice, which requires Satiſ- 
fzQtion, exaCts 2n Equality between thing and 
thing. And as Gabriel Biel bas it. The Adverb 
[ Satzs] imports 2n Equal Correſpondence, and 
Azreement between the thing that is Render- 
ed, and the other for which it is ſo, whether 
i: be in Benefits, or Puniſhments;, whence It 
foows (as Bic adds) that the rendering leſs 
for our Sin, than what Divine Juſtice expetts, 
1s not Satisfaition, And, accordingly they 
ATerr, that the Satisfaition Chrilt fade 1s ex 
Ricore Fullitie, whereby they are as high in 
thuirc Expeeſiions about it, as ever Mr. B. has 
been. «And yet, (2) they ho!d that this Equi- 
Valcot IS no More than what a meer ar can 
Icne 


C13) 
render unto God: For their {4ſſertion is, 
Purus HomoPOTEST SATIS F ACERE per- 
fete ad zqualitatem pro deliftis Coram Deo. 
Tf you ask how is it poſlible for a meer Man tg 
do ſo ? Biell will tell you, that the Equivalent, 
tho? it Tmports the Equality of one thing to 
another ex Rigore Juſtitie, yet it is pronut Sapi- 
ens determinabit, and if the Infinitely Ws/e 
Godywill Accept of what a meer Man cas do, 
what is Accepted is an Equivalent, according 
to the Strifneſ., of Commutative Juſtice ;, - 
whereupon Scot faith, Artritio per GR AT I- 
AM Effcirng EQUIV ALENS, et ex alias 
Indebitis eſt—ad PERFECT AM vero Satis= 
fattionem ſatis eſt, quod ſit Redditio Fquiva- 
{entis ex Indebitzs: 1ib 4, diſt, 15, q. 1. ſothat 
this Equivalent, tho? ex Rigore Juſtitie, it is 
Perfett Satisfaition, yet is it grounded on 
Gods Gracious Acceptation, and therefore can 
» ” other than a Satisfa&o to the Divine 
ill. 


(7) That Mr. B. who Borrowed his Noti- 
on [ of Chriſts Satisf ation) from Scot us, meant 
no more by his Equivalent, is manifeſt from 
what he ſaith. Meth. Theol. par. 3. C. 1. pag» 
30. At BENEF ACTOR Sua Natura Benig- 
niſſimus, & Rector Sapientiſſiimus PATER-. 
NO, AFFECTU REGEMNS dum ad Tgnoſcen- 
dum, & Benefaciendum MAXIME Propenſus 
eft, Alterius Bonitatem, & Obedientiam po= 
teſt Accipere uit medium ad Juſtitix/ueDemon- 
{trationem, & Satisfattionem SUFFICIEMNS, 
& ad OMNIA VENICE Incommoda _ 
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tanda IDONEUM, mind it. A Benefactor, 
in his own nature moſt Bexzgre, and the moſt 
W:ſe Reor, Governing with Fatherly AﬀeRti- 
on, whilſt be is MOST PROPENSE to Par- 
don and do good, MAY ACCEPT of the 
Goodneſs and Obedjence of another, as a 12477 
SUFFICIENT, to Demonſtrate and ſatisfy 
Juſtice, and as a fit Expedient for the avoid- 
ing all the Inconveniencies that would other- 
wiſe ariſe from his Granting a Free Parden, 
To which1 will add what he faith, p. 55. Re- 
for, qua ſupra Leges, Satisfattionem Recipere 
poteſt, etiam per OYUS ALIQUOD PR /AE- 
ST ANTISSI MUM, the Fatherly Aﬀett on 
and free Grace of God may ACCEPT of 
Obedience, or other good Work for a ſufficient 
and full Satisfatiion., This is Mr. Bs. Notion 
of Satrsfattion, which properly ſpeaking is not 
to the Zaw, nor to the Law-g:wer as ſuch only, 
but to a Reftor, as He 1s above Law; that is, 
as He is Abſolute Lord, and Soveraign, which 
is ſufficient to place it beyond Contradiction, 
that the ſatisfaction Mr. B. 1s for, is not to 
God's Juſtice, but to'his Wilt and Pleaſure, 
and his Equivalent is founded on Driyins Ac- 
ceptilation. 

Now, if our Author had underſtood Mr, 
B. and had any tollerable Acquaintance with 
this Controverſie, or with the Writings of 
Grotius and Yoſſi, and the Reformed, could 
he talk after this rate, and attempt to Con- 
ciliate Mr. B, and them by his Sarcitim 
Fuzt ? 


tre 


(15) 

The Proteſtants conſtantly declare, that 
Chriſts Satisfaction was to the Law, that His 
Sufferings were by Virtue of its Penal Sant: - 
on, and therefore a Proper Puniſhment. Nr. 
B. is moſt expreſs, that Chriſt did not ſatis- 
fie the Law, that His Sufferings were not by 
Virtue of the Santt:onof any Law, and were: 
not Properly Penal. But this Gentleman, 
who Writes with ſuch an Air , as if he 
thought himſelf one of the Firſt Rate- en, 
ſteps in with his Diſtinction of To9ſer, and 
more StriF, and removes the fountain, 
which was bctwixt the Reformed and Mr. B. 
by ſhowing How thay may all agree in aliquo 
zertio, thaths, they ſhall all have leave to ſay, 
that Chriſt? Sufferings were by Y7rtze of the 
Santtion of the LAW , meaning as keells 
yon, the Law of Mediation. But if he had 
1nderſtood that by Saniion of the Law, the 
Proteſtants and Mr. B. too, mean a Penal 
Santtion ,, and that Mr, B, is moſt Remote 
from holding a Satisfattion to the Law, 
coyld this Gentleman be ſo Senſelefs ag to 
trouble' the World with ſuch 77:/ting Imper- 
tinences ? 

I could ezfily give ſeveral other Inſtances 
of this kind, but my deſign at preſent 1s but 
to give a Specimen of a Reply, and not a full 
Reply, 2nd I have reſolv*d to expole this Pert 
- {thor no further than an unavoidzble neccf- 
ſry conftrains me. And therefore 1 will on- 
Iy deſire the Impartial Reader to obſerve 
that the Account here given cf the Contro- 
verſy,of Mr, 2s. Judgment; {as fetch*d from 

SCotrh,) 
s 
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Scotw,) and of the Authors Principles about 
it, together with his Defence of Mr. B. by 
the help of an unaccountable, and. (Perhaps) 
unheard of Engine, viz. his Sancitum-Fuit, 
may without any cloſe Application , ſupply 
us with a Remarkable Evincement of the 
Authors Profound Knowledge of theſe things. 
But, 


S$ 4. The Author is ſo very Sagacionusas to 
Eſpy in the Writings of Grotiis and Yoſſins, | 
what is not in them, and can ſee reaſon e- 
nough to conclude, that what is expreſsly in 
*em, is not there. For he affirms. 


2, That this Man [Me. Z.] is the firft that 
ever Aſſerted,, our Sins were properly the 
Meritorious cauſe of Chriſt's Sufferings.(Pag. 
o IJ» 


2. That tho' Grot:4s mentions a Heritori- 
0145 Cauſe,and Yoſſins a truly Meritorious Cauſe, 
yet they do not hold our Sins to be properly 
the” Meritorious Cauſe of Chriſt's Sufferings. 
(Pag. 109, 110.) _ 


3. That the Real, Proper Meritor:ous Canſe 
of Chriſt*s Sufferings, our Sins could not be, 
unleſs, they in a ſtri# and proper Senſe, dc- 
fervd that Chriſt ſhould Die. (Pag. 111.) 

Now I will humbly take leave of the Au- 
thor, to try how exaaly he has repreſented 
Grotins and Yoſſins, which I do —_— 

| . eve 
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(i7) | 
tieve is according to the beſt of his Skiil and 
Underſtanding in theſe Matters, 


1. To begin with Grotizs, of whom he 
writes thus: © Tho? Grot:zzs doth afhirm, (as 
* 3s intimated Appeale, pag. 6.) 'That Precer 

© Dei & Chriſti voluntatem datur Cauſa AN- 
©TECEDENS LEGITIMA Mortis Chriſte, 
© yet hediſtinguiſheth once and again betwixt 
* Puniſhment taken Perſonally and 1inperſonally, 
© By Puniſhment taken Perſonally, he means 
* the Sufferings of Chriſt as HIS : By Prniſh= 
© ment taken Imper ſonally, he means the SVF- 
* FERINGSof Ciriſt, conſidered ONLY as 
©SUFFERINGS. And heexnfeſsly tells us5 
*that our Sins were only the Aeritorioms 
©Cauſe of Chriſt's Sufferings in this latter 
* Senf2. . Far thus he ſpeaks: *© {nd quegqz 
© Reprehenſione Indiget, &c. This 1s the Aces 
count our Author gives of the Learned Greti- 
4, about which, I obſcrve, 


1. That if by Puniſhment taken Imper ſonal- 
ly, (Pll Accommodate my ſelf ro the Author 
at preſent) Grotizs means the Sufferings of 
Chriſt, conſidered ONLY as SUFFERINGS, 
then they could not be a proper Puniſhment 
for Sfferings, conſidered ONLY as Suffer 
1g5, cannot, under that conſideration only, 
be a proper Puniſhment, becauſe Sufferings pro- 
gerly Penal, muſt be confidered as having a 
Relation. unto S:z, which is excluded by the 
Pleaaers only. But then, why doth he add, 
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2. That our Sins were the Meritorious 
cauſe of Chriſt's Sufferings, taken in this 
latter Senſe, of being contidered only as Suf- 
ferings: For, if you conſider his Sufferings 
ouly AS Sufferings, how can you take In, un- 
der that fingle Conſideration, the relation 
theſe Sufferings have to our Sins, as their Me- 
ritotious Cauſe ? But, 


3. That I may give you the Genuine Senſe 
of Gret:zs, it muſt be obſerved, (1.) That 
Grotiu:, inthe very place our Author refers 
unto.is Anſwering anObjeCtion raiſed by Soci= 
4s againſt Chriſt's Suffering a proper Puniſh- 
ment, His ObjcCtionas, * That tiHfere can- 
© not be any Legztimare cauſe of Chriſt*s Suf- 
© ferings, beſides the 113 of God and Chriſt, 
© unleſs we fay, that Chriſt himſelf Merired 
©to Die. This 1s the Objection. . And it 
' mult be yielded; that no Sufferings can be 
properly Penal, unleſs they have an Eſſential 
rc{nect unto Sz, as their Meritorious Cauſe. 
Thus much all of every Perſwaſion, who un- 
derſtand this Controverſy, do own and ac- 
knowledge. 

Well then, faith Soc:zxs and his followers, 
If Chri{ts Sufferings were properly Penal,then 
there muſt be the Merit (which is Si) in 
Chriſt: For, if there be any Legitimate cauſe 
of Chriſt's Sufferings, beſides the Will of 
God and Chriſt, it muſt be Aerie, Chriſh 
mult eric zs own Death. To this Grotius 
Anſwers» 


2, © That 


& a WV dy 
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2. © That Socinus is to be Reproy?d for his 
* Arguing after this Rate. For altho? there 
© be MERIT in the Axztecedent Cauſe, as 
© we have already ſaid, yet ic muſt be tas 
© ken Imperſenally, Our Sins AMerired that *' 
* Puniſhnent ſhould be endured : - But that 
© the Puniſhment ſhould be Collated on Chriſt; 
© this, we do ſo Refcr to the Will of God, 
© and Chriſt, as that Will alſo hath ics Cauſes; 
<Not in ChriſPs Merit, (who thcugh He 
© knew no Sin, was yet made Sin by Gol) but 
© in ChriſPs being moſt eminently Adapted 
© to be a moſt Illuftrious Example ; whicit 
< lyeth as well in a moit [nrizrare and cloſe 
« Conjunction of Himſelf wiz! ns, as in the 
© Incomparable Dignity and Worth of his. 
Perſon. So far Grotizs, who ſpeaks of Imper- 
ſonal Merit, not of Imperſonal Puniſhment ;, for 
the Puniſhment He bore was on his Perſon, 
Tho? *rwas not Meritum Perſona, yet was 
Pena Perſone. | 


3. The Truth afirm'd by Grotius is clear- 
ed by Adducing an Inſtance or two out of 
Scripture. The firſt is that of David and 
his Child. « Why did Davzia*s Child die, 
© (faith Grotins,) The Antecedent Canſe us 
© manifeſt. Becauſe, By his Sin he had given 
-E oreat occaſion to the Enemies of the Lord to 
© Blaſpheme , the Child that is Born unto him 
© ſhall ſurely Die. H:re is therefore MERIT, 
©but not of the Child. The ſecond inſtance is 
© of Abab's Poſterity, who were Puniſhed be- 

C2 *yond 
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Cao) | 
* yond the Deſert of their own Sins, God 
, had a Reſpect to the MERIT of - Ahabs 
, Sins in ” uniſhing his Poſterity. Whence it 
eppears,tdar MERIT is certainly the Antece- 
© dent Cauſe of Puniſhment ; but not always the 
© MERIT of the Perſon that is Puniſhed, 
So plain it is, That Grotzws did not by the 
Ferm [| Imperſonal] give up the Cauſe to 
S2cin25,, as in good earneſt he would have 
done, had he ſpoken of J1mper ſonal Puniſh- 
ment, as ſignifying Sufferings, oxly as Stiff ere 
inzs;, Which, as ſuch, could not be. Properly 
Penal. No, Grotizs, as a good Diſputant, 
keeps to the Matterin Hand; To Socimw?s 
Ghjetion , which with Clearneſs be'An- 
ſwers, by celling us, that irs true , Every 
F;oper Puniſhment has Merit for its Antece- 
d. nt Cauſe, but this Zderit, as in the Caſe 
of David's Child, and Abab's Poſterity, is 
I r-pcrſonal , - not the Aerie of the Perſon 
Pun:ſhed, but of him, for whom they are 
Puniſhed. The Merit of ChriſPs Puniſh. 
ment was Perſonally ours, for whom He was 
Puniſhed. | 
This being the Genuine Senſe of Grotins, 
I will ſubimir it to the Judicious Reader to 
C-nſiJer,how this Gentleman has Repreſent- 
ed him. I have given the Words of both, 
which may therefore the more eaſily be Com- 
Pared. The Paſſage, taken out of Groting, 
Is Chap. 5. in the Cloſe of that Chap. And 
in the Orford Editicn, Anno 1636. It is 
p. 109.110, 


But * 
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But doth he underſtand Yoſſius any better ? 
whether he doth or no, we will now conſider. 


. 2. Voſſius is Repreſented to hold, that our 
Sins were7 RV LYtheMeritoriousCauſe of our 
Saviours Sufferings; but not properly the Me- 
ritorious Cauſe, ©* To this purpoſe (faith our 
* Author) we find Yoſſizs explaining himſclf, 
© Punitio omnis qua talys, ſive Tinper ſonaliter 

© ſpeCtata, &e.——Yoſſuw Reſponſ. ad Ravenſ. 
* Cap. 12. ſo that tho? they call them the me- 
© ritorious Cauſe of Chriſts Sufferings,yet they 
< plainly manifeſt, that they intend only they 
© were meritoriows of the Sufferings, he un- 
* derwent (abſolutely confider*d) and there= 
* fore may 7xzproperly be faid to be meriro- 
© 7:04 of h15 Sufferings, but 1 no where find 
© them, [viz. Grorius and Yoſſics] alerting 
© our Sins to be the properly Meritoriom Ciule 
<of Chriſts Sufferings. Plea p. 116. 

This is the good Mais Senſe of Yojjins, 
for the clearer underſtandivg it, I will be 
at the trouble of Tranſſating this 12th 
Chapter, leaving it to be Examined by ſuch 
as deſire to ſee how the matter ſtands in 
Truth; fearing they will find that True of 
our Gentleman which Yoſſus Aﬀirm®d of 
Raven Hari when he ſaid (as tis in th 
Chapter.) * In his ita verſatur, ut omnia Cois 
© fundat. : | 
$ Delphinum Sylvis appingens ſluttibus Aprum., 

© For ſeeing Sarrsfattion 1s the Pay- 
* ment of a Price, or Puniſhment for our ſins» 
*that we may be Delivered from Milcry , 
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© Fhe Evils which Chriſt ſuſſer?, and the 
* Good He procured for xs, muſt be diſtin&t- 
ly conſidered; the Gocd is an appeaſing the 
* Fathers Wrath, The Evils he endurd 
* were, his Paſſion, and Death, whick muſt 
©be either conſidered as It is Piuririon, Simply, 
and in Gemreral ; or, as it is Punition for 
* another, and a Penal Tranſlation. 

© The Cauſes of each of theſe muſt be di- 

© ſtintly Explained. . 

© Liberaticz from Evil, conſidered more 
* Generally, doth not include the mode or 
* manner of it, becauſe it is Liberation, if 
* without the 7mtervention of a Satifattion, 
© we attain unto Eternal Life by. meer for= 
* ozvecſs of our Sins, Liberation conſidered 
* without a Regard to this ode, hath for 
it's Internal anwing Cauſe, Gods goodneſs 
*and Zfercy; But for the External moving 
* Carſe, it haz our Mfery, | 

© The Meritoriow Cauſe of our Liberation 
© is. Ciriſts Satrsfattion, which (as we have 
£ ſaid; is to be conſidered either as PUNT- 
*TIOWN, or as the Tranſlation of Puniſh- 
© ment, 

We are now come to the Paragraph our 
Antior mertions, and I befecch you to con- 
fider it. Tis this, 

« All Punition, as ſuch or conſidered Imper- 
© /onally, hath the Retributive Juſtice of God 
b for its Internal moving Cauſe; But "Sip, 


6 External moving Cauſe, it hath our S:ys ; 
* Cenſidered in like manner ſmperſonally, ard 
*in the Gerrral, without a determinatior, 
wiacthec 
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« whether He, who S»fers doth ſo FOR HIS 


© Own, or FOR anothers Sins. 

This is the Paragraph our Gentleman in- 
ſiſts on, which-is as much againſt him, as it?s 
poſlible for words to Expreſs. , For cbſcrve, 


I. Voſſius ſpeaks of PUNITIO' V in Gene- 
ral, as abſtratted from Perſons; nd not of 
SUFFERINGS, conſidered only.as SOFFE- 
RINGS.  _ 

2. Punition, in general includ 13 1t the 


General Nature of Pun'/[hment; as it 13+ 


an At of Juſtice, and as it s FOR Sin, And 
Expreſs mention is made of Rerributive Fu- 
ſtice, as the Internal moving Cauſe thereunto z 
and of S1MN, as the Procatartick, or External 
moving Cauſe thereof.” But Yoſſizs ggeth on 
to conſider Punition,as it Is for another. © Bur 
© Punition, as It.is for another, Or as it fignifics 
© the Tranſlation of Puniſhment, there is mani- 
©feſtly a need of Gods Mercy, tecauſe this 
© Mercy is the impulſive Cauſe, moving God 
*to give us his Son. But our $279 were the 
© Cauſe, why God, who gave his Son to us, 
© would have his Son Sxffer for the Good. of 
© Mankind, The Internal moying Cauſe, 
© therefore why Puniſhment was Tranſlated 
© unto Chriſt, was Gods Goodneſs and Mercy, 
< twas this Mercy, mov*d God to give his Son 
©that we might not Periſh. Fur our S725 
© were the Procarartick or Eternal Caule, 
exacting Satisfaction: Our Sifs. hindered 
© our being Delivered Simply from Miſ:ry, 
©and made it neceſſary that our Freedom 

C 4 ſhould 
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( 24 ) | 
© ſhould be by the Tranſlation of our Puniſhment 
6 over unto another, 

This is the whole of the Chaprer Referrd 
unto. But where is tHere one Word menti- 
oning that our Sins were but /mproperly the 
A1:ritorions Canſe of Chriſts Sufferings ;, or 
where is the Paſſage from whence ſuch a 
Senſe can be Rationally Inferr?d. This may 
ſerve ro ſhew how Clearly this Gentleman can 
ſe that to be in a Book, which really is 
not there. Bur yet, 


. He cannot diſcern what is ſet down 
Literally in the Writings of theſe Grear 
Aer. 


© This very Man (faich he, ſpeaking of. 


* Mr. ,L.) is the Firſt (io far as he bath 
©yet obſerved) that ever aflerted , our 
© Sins were the Properly Meritorious Cauſe, 
©&c, Greotiay » Voſſuns, do indeed 
* ſpeak of ?em as the Meritorious Cauſe. 
* Nor doth Yoſius intend any thing more 
© chan ig that they are truly Meritori- 

oc 
IN 


11s 
. This Gentleman, according to what 
ne has hitherto obſerved, cannot find any 
one before Mr.. L. who aſſerts. that our 
Sins were Properly the Meritorious Cauſe of 
Chrifts Sufferings , which is a Demoaſtra- 
tion that his Reading and Obſervations, 
ve WIENLL A Very narrow Compals, For, 


2. Gros 


(25) 
2, Grotizs, 27:4 Yoſſi too, Aﬀirm it. 


IT» Grotius ſpeaking of the Cauſes of 
Chrij!"s- Sufferings, 1s Expreſs that our Sins 
zrethe Impulſive Cauſe. And whereas there 
are ſeveral 1pulſive Cauſes, he ſaith, it is 
i2 this place to be underſtood of a eHer:- 
toricus Canſe. Grot, de Satisf. cap. 1. p.6. and 
11 the next page, he is poſitive. AAfanet 
ud ir:concuſſuem Phraſin ob Peccata, C AU- 
SAM denotare IMPULSIV AM, & quidem 
AAERITIRIAM. 

But this vwenleman will, perhaps, ſay, that 
its no: meant a of a PROPER Cauſe, but 
only as :n Improper Oze, 

Well, then'let nas look on the next Page 
forwarc but one, and fee what Grotize ſaith 
co it. : Now here he declares Expreſsly, that 
PAUL'Ps denying that Chriſt died without 
a Canſe doth clear it, that there muſt be 
ſome PROPER Cauſe of His Death. And 
in the Cloſe of this Page, and the Entrance 
of the next, his Words are, Nam ſs per 
Legem eſt Fuſtitia , Chriſtus jam ſine Cauſa 
erit mortuniyg ex Contrario Deſignans C AU- 
SAM PROPRIAM our ſe tradiderit Chriſtus, 
Horturs gue fit. So that Grotius declares 
Poſitively :har our :Szxs are the CAUSE, 
the IMPULSIVE, the MERITORIOUS 
Impulſiue ; yea, the PROPER Meritorious 
Impulſive Cauſe of Chriſt's Sufferings. 


2. Vaſſi:s 
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2, Voſſius is as expreſs as Grotisz yea, 
coming after him with his Defence, is 
more Particular and Diſtinct, ſhewing, that 
the Queſtion Diſcuſſed between the Ortho- 
dox, and Socinws, Is, Whether, when its 
ſaid that Chriſt Died for our Sins, | Proand 
Propter ] its meant of av ANTECEDENT' 
Meritorious Cauſe ? Or only of a Final Cauſe ? 

To this Enquiry Yoſivs doth, in the Firſt 
Place give the Senfe of Socinw, which is, 
that when the Holy Scriptures Speak of Chriſt's 
Dying [. PROPTER PECC ATA] FOR our 
Sins, it muſt be underſtood of a Cauſe truly 
Final , not of an eANTECEDENT MERI- 
TORIOUS CAUSE, This Chap. 16. And 
in the next Chaprer he gives the Judgment of 
the Orthodox, thus, The Catholick Dottrine 
is, that our Sins are a truly Efficient Caſe 
that Chrift could not refuſe to Die, and ſatsiſ- 
fy for our Sins themſelves. That this 
is the PRINCIPAL Error held by Socinu, 
who altho? now and then he Writes as if 
he Owned that our $S:ps ſeem to be taken 
for an ANTECEDENT Cauſe, yet doth 
never acknowledg an Antecedent Legitimate, 
which is truly , and Properly a Meritorious, 
Cauſe. — But theſe Phraſes, [OB, vel 


PROPTER Peccata, vel PRO Preccatis,] as 
often as they are joywWd to Sufferings, do, 
not only in Holy Scripture, but , in every 
Judicious Writer , ſiguify an Antecedent 
MERITORIOUS Cauſe, 


Thus 
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Tims Yoſſius, mentions a truly and pro- 
perly, Antecedent Legitimate, (which is a) 
eritorzous Cauſe of Chriſts Sufferings, as 
Afftirm®d - by the Embracers of the true 
Catholick, Faith, in oppoſition to Socinus. 
But he who can ſee Unviſibles, can'c 
ſee what is moſt Plain and Obvious to every 
other Bodies Yiew, Bur, 


4. Our Sins (ſaith he) could not be the Real 
Proper Meritorious Cauſe of ChriſÞs Suffer- 
ings unleſs, they in a ſtrif> and proper Sence, 
DESERVED THAT CARIST SHOULD 
DIE. 


Here js a Bold Aſſertion without one Word 
of Procf, which is his way. Now let us 
Examine it. 


Ii. He can*c Diſtinguiſh: between theſe 
two Propoſitions, viz. That our Sins were the 
Proper Meritorious Cauſe of ChriſPs Suffer- 
7ngs ;, and, that our Sins DESERVED that 
Chriſt ſhould Die, Whereas the Firſt Refers 
us to/W AT Chriſt had Undertaker, the 
other to Chriſt's UNDERT AKING it ſelf. 
The Lord Chriſt by his own Sponſion, with 
the Fathers Conſent, Undertook to Bear the 
Puniſhment Due to us for our Sins ; where 
note, that the Undertaking was only from 
Chriſt*s Sponſcon, a thing our Sins never 
Deſerved. The Deſert of Sin is Wrath, 


| ſimply Wrath, without the leaſt: grain of 5 
Bl: fling in ir, and Chriſt's Undertaking to 


Suffer 
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Suffer for us is the Greateſt Bleſſing. But 
then, the Things UNDERTAKEN, is a 
Suffering the Paniſhment Due to us for Sin. 
And its well known, that every Puniſhment 
muſt have its Proper Meritorious Cauſe; and 
that Sin is its Cauſe, its Proper Meritorious 
Cauſe,But whoſe Sin ? Chriſt who Suffered the 
Puniſhment never Sinned z and yet the Pu- 
z/ſhment Chriſt endured had its Proper Meri- 
torjous Cauſe, which could not be , unleſs 
ourS:z had been that err, 


2, This is Illuftrated by what is ſaid in 
Scripture of David and his Child. David's 
Sin was the True Proper Meritorious Cauſe of 
the Childs Puniſhment, yet David did not, in 
a ſtri& proper Senſe Deſerve, that the Child, 
and not himſelf, ſhould be Puniſhed. - ? Twas 
Gods Goodneſs to David , that his Sin was 
Tranſlated to the Child; and the Child Pu- 
z:iſhed for it. But David, by his Sin Deſerved 
not that Favour, 2 Sam. 12. 13, 14, The ſame 
is Cleared by what is in 2 S477. 24. where 
David Sinned , and his' Sin 'was the Proper 
Meritorious Cauſe of Puniſhment, and this 
Puniſhment Inflifted on the People. The 
People were Puniſhed, but the Proper Merit 
of that Puniſhment was David's Sin, and 
yet David did not in a ffritt and proper Senſe 
Deſerve, that the Puniſhment ſhould' be laid 
on the People. That was God?*s own A, 
yea a Transfering the Puniſhment from 
David to the People was Gods Mercy unto 
David, and not what David had Deſcryed. 


So. 
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So clear it 1s, that our Sins may be the 
proper Meritorious Cauſe of Chriſt's Sufferings, 
tho? our Sins never deſerved. that Chriſt 
ſhould be the Sfferer. Chriſt came under 
the Violated Law for w, by his own Sponſi- 
on and the Father's Conſent ; but being un- 
der the Law, he was made a Curſe for us ; he 
was bound by Vertue of its Sanction, to bear 
the Puniſhment of our Sins ; and when he ſuf- 
fered, our Sins were the proper Meritorious . 
Cauſe of his Sufferings. 

This may ſuffice to ſhew the vanity avd 
falſhood of his bold Aſſertion. TI will now 
conſider how good he is at Reaſoning, for he 
fancyeth himſelf to have an excelling Faculty 
that way. 


$ 5. This Author will have it, that Mr. Z. 
doth Embrace an opinien, which he doth moſt 
vehemently Reje&, which he will Right or 
wrong make out by the ſtrength of his own 
Reaſon.. | 

Mr. L. in concurrence with the Common 
Sentiment of Proteſtants, Afﬀirmed, that. 
Chriſt by bis own Sponſion, and by the WILL 
of the Father, came under the Obligation of the 
Violated Law, and ſo ſtood BOUND by th 
Law to Suffer. But Mr. Pleader will have it, 
that Mr. Z. holds the contrary, namely, that 
Chriſt came not under the Violated Law by 
his own Sponſioz, but came under it by being 
a Violater of it, or as an Antecedent ſurety, 
and that the Law ran thus Disjunf:vely,[Thou 


or thy Sureby.) Tho? Mr. L. in his Appeal, 
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(30) | 
Pp. 5- aſſured the R. R. Biſhop of W. that his 
true Senſe was, that when the Law was firſt gi- 
ven to AdamyChriſt was not in or under its Ob- 
ligation,it did not run ['T hog or thy Surety for 
thee,} yet this Author will have it that, Mr. 
L. holds what is contrary to his Avowed 
Principles. And he will prove it too, But 


how ? By two Invincible Arguments, which” 


have all that force and power in*%em, that an 
uncommon Aſſurance can ſupply 'em with. But 
may we not adventure to caſt an Eye upon 
*:m? Where are they ? Indecd it's not- eaſy 
to tell THAT : They lie very decp, and 
neither the Reaſon nat its Force can be eaſily 
found out. Tho? what be ſaith on this oc- 
caſion, 1s In Þ. 17, 18, &c, where he is po- 
ſitive, © That if Chriſt did Suffer by Vertue 
© of the Violatcd Law, then c YUST 
© NEEDS be, that he was a Yielater of the 
* Law himſelf; or that the Law muſt be D:/- 
© junttive, | Thou or thy Surety. | And wiy 
muſt one of theſe be ? His Reaſon is. Jt car- 
10t (with any appearance of Reaſon) be derz- 
ed, Why ſo? He could not Suffer by Vertue of 
that Law, unleſs he were under the reach of it, 
Very true. But what is this to the purpoſe ? 
His ſaying is, How cou'd he be any. other way 
under toc reach of that Law, than one of theſe 
two, The Anſwer (lay 1 is eaſy, viz. By 
his coming under it with the Father's conſent, 


and thro? kis own Sponſion, to which kis Re-| 


ply is. This 1s indzed a THIRD way pretend- 
ed by Mr.L. But, *tis ftranze he ſhould need 


to be told, that if the OBLIGATION $f 
| lai 
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lazd himſelf under to ſuffer, was as EX ACT- 
LY THE S AME wuh that we lay under, as 
it was POSSIBLE to be ; yet the Change thar 
was made in the Perſon obliged ro Suffer, did 
alter the form of it, and make it truly ano- 
ther LAW, another Obl:gation, and not that 
of the Original Law, otherwiſe that Material- 
ly ONLY. | 

This is his rf Argument, which amounts | 
to this, that Chriſt was not by his Sponſion, 
brought under the Violated Law, becauſe it 
was :mpoſſible for him to be ſo. His coming 
under it, makes a change of the Formal Obli- 
gation. But how doth he prove this ? Why, 
he ſaith it, and will Appeal to all the Learned in 
the Law, that it 25 ſo. | 

Let -us then put his Argument into form, 
and conſider what it is he is to prove, and 
hoy he doth it. | 


. 1. The thing to be proved, is, that Chriſt 
came not by his Sponſion, under the Obligation 
of the Violated Law for 1s. 


' 2. His Proof. What was impoſſible for 


 Chriſttodo, he did not. 


But it was impoſſible for Chriſt to come 
under the Obligation of the Violated Law 
for us. Ergo. 


The 44:»0r is thus proved. 

If when a Perſon would come under the Obli- 

'gation ofthe Law for another, the Change 

that is made of the Perſon, obliged to _— 
ot 


( 32) 
doth Alrer the Form of it, and make it truly 
ANOTHER LAW, another Obligation, it 
is IMPOSSIBLE for Chriſt to come under 
the Obligation of the Violated Law for #-. 


Sed verum Primus Ergo. 


But how doth he prove that another?s com- 
Ing under the Obl:zgation doth-Hiter the Form 
of that Obligation? very Learnedly, for ſaith 
he, *I dare Appeal to all the Learned in the 
* Law, whether the Obligation be not ano- 
© ther, whether the Zaw, by vertue whereof 
© he Suffers, be not differing from that which 
© Condemned the Malefattor himfelf. 

Thus his bare Afſertzor, and Appeal with 
his Ability and Inability, to concerve, 15 the: 
only Reaſon he gives ro prove, that Chriſt 
COULD mot by hs own Sponſion come under the 
Oblig ation of the Violated Law FOR VS. ©S0 
< that (adds he) if Chriſt did Suffer by vertue 
© of the Violated Law.,/tis NOT TO BE CON 
*CEIVED how the threatning of that Law 
*could reach him, unleſs he were either a V:- 
© olater of it himſelf, or an Antecedent "Surety, 

It 15 not (he ſaith) to be norin's oy him, 
therefore by zoe, Well, for once, Let it be 
as he can conceiveit, Bat, how i that ? It muſt 
be by Chriſts being a Violater of this Law him- 
ſelf}, or by his bems an Antecedent Surety. He 
can (its like) conceive how it can be one of 
theſe ways. One of which we muſt (be ſaith) 
take; and' take which we will, he will drive 

| * US5 
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us, (if we will be conſiſtent) to ſome Zlaſphe:z 
ous Conſequences. 

Bur, I am of opinion, he cannot without 
a Blaſphemou Suppoſition lay a Foundation, on 
which to ſet his Engine, that he may force 
the firſt Blaſphemous Conſequence from our 
Doctrine. 

He ſaith, it muſt be one of theſe two ways: 
And he ſuppoſes both theſe ways poſſible, op» 
poling them as Blaſphemons and Subverſive of 
the whole Goſpel. 

For greater clearneſs, we will conſider his 
firſt poſſible way, as laid down in contra-diſtin- 
tion to the Second, which ſuppoſes that 
Chriſt could come under the Threatging of 
the Law, by being a Violater of it h:m/elf, 
But (fay I ) Chriſt could nor poſivly come un- 
der the Obligation of the Law this Way, ua- 
leſs it had been poſſible for him, who is God- 
man, to be a Violater of the Law himſelf. And 
his ſuppoſition of the former, carries in it an 
acknowledgment of the /arrer, without which 
our Author cannot have the leaſt pretence for 
his Loading the Proteftant Faith with the Re- 
proachful Infinuations, as if it had been full 
of Blaſphemons Conſequences. 

For our Authors help, we will be more di- 
ſtint, and particular in our examination of 
this powerful Argument. 


1, He conceive it poſſible for Chtiſt to core 
under the Threatning of the Law for another, 


' by being a Violater of it himſelf. 


Now this Conception deſtroys the force of 
D his 
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his foregoing Argument, which is, that the 
Change of the Perſon Alters the Form of the 
Obligation ; where note, it is Ancthers com- 
ing under che Obligation, that alrers the Form 
of that Obligation. Whether that. 'other be 
Junocent or Nocent, makes no difference in this 
Caſe ; For whether the one or the other, it 
is ſtill azorber Perſon, and the coming of 
ANOTHER Perſon under the Obligation 
(he faith, p. 18.) alters the Form of it. 

Well then, tho? Chriſt had been a Violater 
of the Law, what is that to us? we have YV70- 
[ted it, and are for our own Violation under 
the Threatning. And the Controverſie is not 
whether Chriſt was under the Threatning for 
himſelf, but for us? and as he comes under 
the Threatning for us, It Is another Perſon, 
th:it comes underit; Here 1s a change of the 
Perſon, and therefore a change of the Obli- 
gation. His words are, the CHANGE made 
ta the Perſon obliged to Suffer, ALTERS the 
FORM of it, and makes it truly another LAW, 
anther Obligation; So that here he conceives 
ic poſſible for Chriſt to come under the Obli- 
g1tion for another without making an alter a» 
tion of its Form, which is directly contradi- 
Cory unto, and ſubverſive of his former Ar- 
gument.. Which will appear more plainly, if 
we conlider 


2. That the Anthors ſappoſing, it poſſible 
for Chriſt to come under the Threatning of 
the Law for us by being « Yiolater of it, doth 
necellarily infer, that he ſuppoſes it FO 


. 
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BLE for Chriſt to come under the formal Ob- 
ligation of the Law, without making it 40+ 
ther Law.. : | 
Khe Geatlemans Conception zs General, for 
one To come under the Obligation of a Law 
for another js to alter the Form of i', and 
make It another Law. And it muſt be ackaow- 
ledged, that if the'change of the Perſon will 
make an alteration in the Form of one Obli- 
gation, *twill do fo in another- If the change 
of the Perſon obliged to Suſftcr, alters the 
Formal. Obligation of the Threatning, a 
Change of the Perſon obliged to ovey, will al- 
ter the Formal Obligation of the Precept,and 
make it truly another Law, another Obliga- 
tion, and not that of the Original Law, 0- 
therwiſe than material only. On the other 
hand, its as trfie, that if another can come 
under one'Obligation for 2, without alter= 
ing its form: He may alſo come under ano- 
ther Obligation, without altering the for 
thereof . 
- But this Gentleman conceives it poſſible for 
Chriſt to come under the Formal Obligation 
of the Precept for us, as he ſuppoles ic poſſi» 
ble for him to be a Violater of it for us. For 
he, who CANNOT come under the Obliga- 
tion of the Precept, cannot be a Yzolater of it. 
And he, who CAN be a Violater of it, can 
coine under its Formal Obligation, yea, he 
muſt be ſuppoſed to be under it, Arntecederr- 
ly to the Conception of his being a Violater 
of it. For where no Law, there no poffibi= 
lity of Y7olating it. So that we have from 
D 2 his 
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his own Snppoſition gained, that its poſſible 
for Chri(t, ro come under the Forma] Obli- 
gation of the Commandment for us, Alitece- 
dently to his Violating it, and therefore the 
change of the Perſon obliged, doth not alter, 
in this Inſtance, the form of the Obligation, 
and con{.quently for the Reaſon above the 
Change of the Perſon, alters not the Obliga- 
tion in tine other neither, which puts it out 
of 3!] doubt, thar Chriſt could come under 
the Tireatuing of the Law,without a Change 
of its Formal Obligation for us. Once more, 


2, This Author, tho? he can't conceive it 
poſiible for Chriſt ro come within the reach 
of the Threatning by: his oz Sporſion, and 
the Fathe;”s Conſent; yet he can diſtinaly 

erctive, that he COULD come under it for 
us, WICiout ns own Sponſion, and his Father's 
Conſent, yea, and without his being an Ante- 
cedeat Surety to2; which he oppofeth to his 
being a Yilater of the Law; whence it fol- 
lows, that according to our Author, Chriſt 
can do without his Sponſion, what he could not 
co with it, Ec. And muſt own, that it's p*/- 
("vic for one Perſon to come under the Liw 
for another, without alzering the form of its 
Obligntion;, whereby the ftrength of his prin- 
cipal Argument is hroken, .and the Prote- 
| ſtant Doctrine [of Chriſts coming under the 
threatning of the Law for us, by his own Spon= 
ſion and the Father*s Conſcat] remains Unſha- 

I. 
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What has been ſaid on this occaſion, might 
excuſe us from ſpeaking any thing to what 
he ſays of an Antecedent S2rety. For, if it 
be poſſible for Chriſt to come und: tl; Ob- 
ligation of the Law, witiout alrering the 
form thereof, (as we have from his own Sup- 
poſition proved) then it unavoidably follows, 
. that his Diſcourſe about the abſurd conſe- 
quences, which he draweth from the conſi- 
deration of Chriſt's being an Antecedent 
Surety, is nothing to our purpoſe, aad his 
charging *em upon us, is as Impzrtinenc and 
Frivolous, as It is Vnju/?. 

However, one word to it, up9n his own 
Principles, which are, that ts 5l2/phemy ta 
ſay Chriſt Syfer?d the ſame Puniſhment that 
was due to 5, becauſe then h» mu'it have been 
ALIENATED frem THE LIFE OF God, 
DEAD in Treſpaſſes and Sins, deſerted of the 
Spirit of Holineſs, and his Sou! over-run with 
Outragious azd4 Impetuous Luſts, all which, 
under one Conſideration is our PUNIS He 
MENT, tho? under amther reſpett it be our 
SIN, Þ. 31. 

This is our Author?s Principle, and yet he 
ſuppoſes, that it was poſſible for Chriſt ro be 
our Antecedent Surety, and come within the 
reach of this Threatning, that is, according 
unto him, it was poſſible. for Chriſt to be alie- 
' nated from the Life of God, &c. to which 
 Pll give no other Anſwer than this,viz. That 
It is as real Blaſphemy to ſuppoſe it poſlible 
for Chriſt to be Alienated»from the Life of 
God, &s. as It is, that he was atrally Alie- 
D 3 nated; 
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#4ted, only it muſt be obſerved, that they, 
who hold Chriſt co be an Aztecedent Surety, 


deny the Conlcquences, he faſtens on their - 


Notions; and this 17ar ſuppoſes It poſſible,and 
aſſerts,that the Blaſphemy-follows, from whar 
he doth ſuppoſe to be poſſible for Chriſt to be. 

But to his Appeal. 1 dere appeal (faith he) 
to ALL the Learncd in the Law. This is 
indeed BOLD and DARING, for him to 
Appeal to all the Learned in the Law, who 
never bad timeto Read the leaſt part of that 
2umver, and who cannot underſtand that lit- 
Lle he has Read even in Grorzrs and Yoſſins, as 
I have already ſhown. 

However, I will only make my Appeal to 
the Hey Ghoſt, to whoſe Deciſion, (whether 
he will or not) I doreſolve, by the Grace of 
God, to abide. The places 1 refer to, are 
Gal. 4.45. chap. 3.13. 

In Gal. 4. 4, 5- it's ſaid, that Chriſt was 
made under the Law, to REDEEM them 
That were 2% the Law, and ſeeing it is to 
REDEEM is from it, he was under it for 24. 

He was made under that very Law which 
held ALL, whether Fewor Gentile, in Bon- 
dage. For the Reacemed are not confined to 
the Land of Fewry nor to theHouſe of 1/rael, 
and therefore ſeeing Chriſt came under the 
aw to Redeem the Gerriles as well as the 
'7cws, he came not only under the Law, pecu- 
2137 tO that People, but under the very Law all 
had Trianſgreſſed, 

Tie fame is affirmed, Gal. 3. 13. where it's 


FOR 


& 


exprefied, har Chriſt ws made a CURSE 


LIM 
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FOR U5; And, whoever was made 2 Curſe, 
was within the reachof theTHREATNING, 
the Curſe being the EVIL threatned zgainſt 
SIN, as in p. 10. which was not only ageinſt 
the Jews, but againſt the Gerriles alſo, as 
appears manifeſtly, by comparfig the 14th 
verſe with the 13:h, where the Reaſon aſ- 
ſigned, why Chriſt was made a Cur!” is, that 
the BLESSING of Abraham might come on 
the GENTILES throngh Jeſus Chriſt, and 
therefore it muſt be granted, that our Savi- 


. our was under the ehreatning of that Law, 


which we Trazſzreſſed, and Suffcred by Yer 
tue of its Santtion. 

Theſe Texts are ſufficient to how, how 
the Holy Ghoſt has decided this Controver- 
{y, determining, that the Lord Chriſt was 
within the reach of-the Viola: ed Law, and 
ſuffered by Vertue of its Santini And I will 
leave it to the Conſcience of this Author, to 
conſider, whether it was rot rather by his 
own Sponſion with the Father*s Conſent, than 
either by his bzing the YViolzer of the Law 
himſelf, or an Antecedent Surety, praying 
him alſo to obſerve, that from what I have 
urged out of the Galatians, its evident, that 
Chriſt came under the threatning of the Vio- 
lated Law, and that his doing fo was not im 
polltble. But I farther afltre, 


$ 6. That the difference betwixt this 4#- 
thor and Sound Proteſtants, is morethan Ver- 
bal. It. is REAL, even in a point of the 
ercateſt moment and importance z and to 
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fay it's only a STRIFE about WORDS, where 
there is an Agreement in THNIGS, can only 
Gratify the common Enemy to our Holy Re» 
ligton- For, : : 

1. The Difference 1s about no meaner Do- 
&rine than our Saviour®s Satisfattion, 


2. That it is not merely about the WAY 
of explaining a real, proper and full SatisfaCti- 
on to the Law and Fuſticeof God ; but whe- 
ther there be a PROPER SAT ISF ACTION 
made to Go#'s Law and Fuſticeor not ? 


3. To a PROPER Satyfallion made to the 
Law and Juſtice of God, it is neceſſary, that 
ChriſP#Sufferings be by YVertue of the Sanition 
of the Law, and that they be a proper Puniſh- 
ment. 

Whoever, therefore deny ChriſPs Syfer- 
z1g5 to be by Vertuc of the Sanition of the 
1.aw mv't be of Opinion, if they*ll be confi- 
ſtent witii ©. omicives, that properly ſpeaking 
Chriſt did x1 j:ttsfy the Law ; and whoever 
holds, ther Chriſts Sufferings were not pro- 
perly Penal, canmmor Embrace the Dotrine of 


a PROPER Satisfaftion. The Reaſon is ma- 


nifeſt. For, 


4. The Perſolutio Pane pro peccatis noſtyis, 


is the Formal Reaſon of a proper Satrsfattion. 
So Grotins, amonglt others, (4e Satrsf. cap. 
Le. fo 14, | 


> 
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And its well known, that Forma dar no- 
men, & eſſe; that Qualis Forma, tale For- 
matum. AS is the Puniſhment Suſfered by 
our Saviour, SO is His SatisfatFion. If the 
Puniſhment be but Improper, it can be but 
IMPROPERLY a Sarisfattion. Once more. 


5. Our Adverſaries Declare Chriſt's 
Sufferings to be only IMPROPERLY, and 
MATERIALLY PANAL., as 1s Evident, not 
oflly by their denying Chiill*s Snfferings to 
be Ex Obligatione Legs; and that our 
Sins are their Meritorious Cauſe; . but in ex- 
preſs Terms they ſay;, that tho? Chriff®s 
Sufferings may not be unaptly called Pas 
nilhment, yet they are not properly, and for- 
mally; but Tmpreperly, Analogically, and 
Materially a Puniſhment - | 

Mr. Baxter, in his Methods, Par. 3.Ch. 1. 
Determ. 5. is expteſs once and again, That 
Pena PROPRIE ſic diita, has for its Form 
the Relation of its Matter to a Meritors- 
. ous Cauſe. That as the Fault 1s either Real- 
ly, or by a falſe Eſtimation, ſo Puniſhment 
is Diſtinguiſhed into that which is Due, 
Ex Juſtitia, and that which is Vzdxe, and 
only Ex Injuſtitia, That Puniſhment properly 
ſo called is Due Ex Fuſtitia, the other is 
Analogically a Puniſhment ; Whence he adds 
that the Word Puniſhment is Ambiguon: 3 
for its taken either in Senſu Primo, & Fa- 
moſiſſumo , and ſo it is IPSIUS DELIN-= 
GUENTIS malum naturale: But Puniſh- 
ment In Senſu Secundoy © Analogico is 
| Unaue, 
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Urndue,and only Ex Injuſtitia.But what are we 
to underſtand by Puniſhment in Senſu Pri- 


me, & Famoſiſumo? Nothing more or: leſs 


than a Proper Puniſhment, that has an Eſſen- 
tial Reſpect 'unto Sin as 1ts Meritorious 
Cauſe. . For he oppoſes unto it-an Aralog:- 
cal Puniſhment , which hath not a Dzre#, 
Immediate , and Eſſential, but only a ed: - 
ate, and Accidental Reſpef# unto Sin, as 
its Pro-Canſa Meritoria , Occaſion, or Re- 
mote Cauſe. But Mr. Pleader doth very boldly 
aver, *that Mr. Baxter (ſo far as, yet ap- 
< pears,) no where ſays, that the Sufferings 
© of Chriſt are Puniſhments Materially only ; 
© nay, on the contrary, Mr. B. Argues from 
©their Participating in the Formal Reaſon of 
< Puniſhment, that they may PROPERLY 
< ENOUGH be SO Called, OQuod nomen 
© overo NON INEPTE PAN A dicuntur 
© dum ad Peccatum habent Relationem, &c. I 


Reply, 


I, That our Author Writes as if he ne-. 
ver Read the Appeal, to which he would 
be thought to give an Anſwer. For faith 
he, Mr. B. (ſo far as it yet appears,) no 
where ſays, that the Sufferings of Chriſt 
arePuni;hments MATERIALLYonly; where- 
as Mr. Z. in his Appeal, p. 12, Refers to Mr. 
Bs. Univerſal Redemption , where he faith, 
that Chriſt*s Sufferings were the ſame which 
we Deſerved MATERIALLY, but not for- * 
mally. And p. 4. Mr. L. doth Quote Mr. B. 
faying, © ChriſPs Sufferings had no Real, 
| Proper 
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6 Proper Meritorious Cauſe, —— And theres 
'© fore when I ſay, (they are Mr. Bs own 
© Words) Chriſt bore the Sufferings Due to us, 
©I meanit MATERIALITER ONLY. And 
who knoweth nor, that Sufferings conſide- 
red Materialiter only, can be but 2AAT E- 
RIALLY PeANAL ; they are not formal- 
ly, and properly; they are ONLY AMaterial- 
ly a Puniſhment. He goeth on, 


2. * Nay, on the Contrary, Mr. B. Ars 
© gues from their Participating in the for- 
* mal Reaſon of Puniſhmert. But where to 
find that Argument is not caſy. For its 
well known, that: the formal Reaſon of 
Puniſhment lyeth in the Zfenrial Reſpelt 
which Chriſts Sufferings bzve unto. our Sen, 
as their Meritorious Cauſe, And Mr. B, 
conſtantly denies, that our Saviours Suffer- 
ings have any other Reſpe& than what is 
Accidental, unto our Siz, But he afſurcth 
US. 


3. That Mr. B. farther declares, * That 
© Chrift®s Sufferings may PROPERLY E> 
* NOUGH be called Puniſhments. . But where 
dothe he ſay ſo? It is in his Adethodns. 
ubi Sup.” Deter. 5, Quod nomen wero NON 
INEPTE Pena dicuntur, Whence it muſt 
be Remarked, that by- NON INEPTE, 
Our Author underſtands properly, altho' its 
known to every Body that the Name Puniſh 
ment may be aptly enongh given to Suff-r; 
ings, of which Sz is only their OCCA4- 

SION, 
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SION', which yet are not PROPERLY 
Puniſhments. But, 


4. This Famous Author teils us, © That 
© when the Sufferings of Chriſt are Compa- 
<red with thoſe of Sinners, WE 3. e. hs 
© Baxterians) ſay, they are leſs properly and 
© Analogically called Puniſhments, not inthe 
< Primary and moſt Famors Senſe, in which 
© the Sinners own Sufferings are ſo called : 
© And yet, when we Compare the ſame Suffer- 
© ings with meer Calamities, that have NO 
© Relation to Sin, or Guilt, we ſay, they are 
© not unaptly,- but properly enough to be called 
© Puniſhments, for that' they had ſuch a 
©ReſpeCt to Sin as has been before ſaid. 
Plea p. 124. 

This Gentleman (you ſee,) Diſtinguiſheth 
between meer Calamities, or Sufferings : 
Sufferings that have Accidentally a Reſpect 
to Sin, and Sufferings which Eſſentially Re- 
ſpect Sin. And Declares Sufferings of the 
SECOND SORT, if Compared with meer 
Calamicies, to be properly enough called Pu- 
niſhments;, But if Compared with proper Pu- 
niſhment then to be leſs properly, and only 
eAnalogically Puniſhments. To which I will 
_ only reply, (1.) that Socinw, Crellizs and 
their Followers will own, that Chriſt's Suffer- 
ings are of the ſecond ſort, which is the moſt 
this Pleader will grant. (2.) That Mr. B. 
falls ia with Socinzs, &c. about the Formal 
Nature of a proper Puniſhment, affirming, that 
It 1s /pſizes Delinguentis Malum Naturale ; And 

| differs 
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differs from Grot:s, who declares, that tho? it 
be ESSENTIAL unto Puniſhment to be for Sin, 
yet it is not contra Naturam Pene , ut quis 
puniatur ob peccata ALIENA. | To this he 
adds, Ut omnis hic Error dematur, Notandum 
eſt, Eſſe quidem ESSENTIALE Pznz, at 1n- 
fligatur ob Peccatum, ſed non item Eſſentiale 
et efſe, ut infligatur ipſi, qui peccavit ———- 
Huic illud accedit, quod fi contra Naturam 
Pane ellet, infligs EI, qui non peccavit, jam 
hoc ipſum non _Injuſtuni dicendum eft, ſed IM- 
POSSIBILE. So far Grotias de Satisf. cap.» 
Wherefore, 
” 

6. From what hath been ſaid, it's mani- 
feſt, that Mr. B. denys Chriſt's Sufferings to 
be properly Pznal, that they are but Analog: 
cally, Materially and Improperly a Puniſhment. 
And that Chriſts Sufferings, according unto 
him, are not a proper, but only an zzproper 
Satisfatticn, | 

The Repreſentation I have herein given of 
Mr. B. is the ſame, which Mr. L. hath more 
fully delivered in his further Defence of the 
Report, which Mr. Pleader, (had he a Capa- 
City for it) ſhould have conſidered, before he 
publiihed his Pea,cſpecially ſeeing the Learn- 
ed Mr. Humphrey, who follows Mr. B. has - 
told the World, That Ar. L, has done Mr. B. 
RIG HT and HONOUR, in the accoum he has 
given of him, fo that the Thing is ſo fully 
cleared as to leave no Room for them, who - 
will conſider it, to ſay the DIFF mz: on 

e- 
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betwixt us are only Yerval, a meer ſtrife about 
Words. But, | | 

7, That the difference muſt be more than 

ſo, is-further cleared by ſome particular Paſ- 
ſages in the Authors Plea, eſpecially by that 
Paſſage, p.-19. where he charges Mr. L. and all 
ſuch as ſay[ chat ChriſtsSufperings were by vertue 
ef the Santtion of the Law, we Tranſgreſſed] for 

' holding what is ſubverſive of the WHULE 
GOSPEL. He is poſitive,that what we muſt 
be for,is Bla/phemons and Deſtructive of Chri- 
ſtiani: y. | 

Well then, let us ſee how theſe things han 

together. We hold what ſubverts the who 
Goſpel,and he differs ot from us but in Words 
only, or in the modes of Explication. Though 
the Notions we Eſpouſe are ſubyerſive of 
Cl:riiti:nicy, yet in the ſubſtance of thcſe No- 
tions, heagreeth with us, Pray mind it, His 
Adverſaries (faith he) advance opinions in 
Religion, whoſe direct conſequences ſubvert 
Chriſtianity ; And be alfo ceclares, that there 
is no diffcxrence betwixt him and his Advers 
ſarics but what 1s Verba/. And can it be thus 
without his knowingly owning ſuch Erronrs, 
as are dcftructive of the Souls of Men, tho? he 
thinis lie has a fincr way of Explanation. But 
V1 drive him no further than to the Contrad:- 
(on, and as for the Blaſphemy, 1 will not be 
io ſevere upon him, as (through an unacquaint= 
edneſs with the Controverſie, and his Inabili- 
Ly to manape it,) he is upon himſelf. I will 
clcar him from the ſcandal of nis differing 
from them only in words, whom he Appre- 

hends 


(47) 
hends to be ſo very Erroneus, and conclude 
upon another -Reaſon, that the Controyerſie 
is Real, and that he differs in ſome important 
Points from Sound Proteſtants, even in the 
Article of 'our Saviours Satrfaition, 


